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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS ! 
The Final Office Action of June 7, 2005 has been carefully reviewed and tb jse reiiiiark^ are 
responsive thereto. Reconsidieration and allowance of the instant application are respectf dly requested. 

Amended fTlflinig 

Claim 1 has been amended to recite *the valve being controlled by a human/ma< thine iidtexface/ 
Support is at least found in paragraph 8 on page 16 of the specification as filed, thus nc new tjiiiattd has 
been added, 

I 

Rejection nnder 35 U,S.C 8 - Isham & Rrfirfiiion|fPi^ & Lansd ale 
Claims 1, 3, 4, and 7 were rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C § 1 03( i) ovdillsham in 
view of Runciman or Rios. Claims 2, 5 and 6 were i^ected as being unpatentable m der 32 |US.C § 
103(a) over Isham in view of either Runciman or Rios in iuilfaer view of Lansdale. I 

Pre^ously the Applicants noted tfiat fliere was no teaching in any of the citec tefet^ces that 
provided any motivation for combining Runciman and/or Rios with Isham. The lixar liner 4 ipeais to 
accept this as true but has argued that tiie ^functLonal equivalence of the two configur idons warrant a 
finding of obviousness in this case/' Applicants respectfully submit, however, th it the cylixildeis 
deleted in Runciman and Rios are unsuitable for use with the beverage syst^ disc osed iVy Isliam. 
Isham discloses a bag-in-box configuration witfi a pump 104 that removes synq) fiori the d^nta&iers 
101. (Isham, C. 11» L. 17-23) hi contrast, Runciman and Rios disclose complex cylii dm tliat would 
not readily work in the system provided by Isham without substantial modification becai se Ifaelbyliniders 
in Runciman and Rios have built in pumps. Thus, there would be no motivation to cor ibine Runciman 
and Rios with Isham because it would simply add cost and complexity while defe^itini : the benefits of 
Isham. FUrthemiore, it is unclear how Isham would be modified so as to accept such qylinders. 
AppUcants respectfhlly assert that nothing in any of the refcrmces of record provides t ay guidance fiir 
such a modification and therefore there is no expectation of success. Thus, as diere: is i lo motivation to 
combine nor is th^e any likehhood of success, Applicants respectfully submit the Offic 3 Actio|n faiis to 
make a prima facie case of obviousness. 

In addition, while basically admitting that Isham does not actually teach that elemeni 102 is a 
valve, the Office Action states ''elem^ 102 as shown on Figure 3 is clearly depicted as a i^ultiHway 
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valve capable of selective placement of tbe containers 101 in commtkiiication with fbe dc wmtr^bn Ime.** 
While the Applicants respectfiilly disagree, claim 1 has bem amended to recite '^he vaiVe bbing 
controlled by a human/madiine interface." Even if the element 102 in Isham can be res d to b^ a valve, 

something the Applicants strongly disagree with, Isham cotainly &ils to disclose elemc nt 10:^ as bbing 

I. 

controlled by tiie recited inter&ce. Hie other references of record do not correc t tb s defiUieni^ in . 
Isham. Thraefore, the references of record fail to disclose, suggest or teach aJl tfa s limi^tions of 
uidependent claim 1. jj 

Claims 2-7 depend fiom claim 1 and are bdieved to be allowable for at least lie reasons itfiat 
claim 1 is allowable and for die additional limitations recited therein. For example, claim djjrecUes a 
second cylinder with a piston punqy. The OfiSce Action suggested thai it would hrive seen oil|>viou$ to 
combine Lansdale with IshaziL CXbsx tfian Applicants' disclosure, however, there does lot apji|ear to be 
any such motivation. Thus, the Office Action has fiuled to provide any support for sue! a 
K prima fame obviousness rejection requires a showing of motivation to combine smd t is im|>roper to 
use the Applicants* ^phcation as a roadmap to combine references. Applicants' respcc fully silbmit the 
present rejection docs not meet this standard. I ' 

Accordingly, for at least the above reasons, withdrawal of this ground of rejectioi . is reqiiested. 

Rejection under 3S U,S.C 8 lOSfa^ - Bond & Moran 1 

The Office Action rejected claim 8 as beiixg unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103- a) ovelr Bond in 
view of Moran. |i 

The Office Action suggests that the motivation fi>r combining Moran wttti Bonci|wa^, for 
'Improved stmigth of tbe bag." Applicants respectfully submit, however, that the mate ial bai of Bond 
would not benefit fiom die addition of the remfbrced comers depicted in MoraiL As ca i be s^len. Bond 
provides for a condmious peripheral seal formed by heat sealing two layers together. $ ee Fi^iires 4, 
S, and 8, Therefore, providing a reinfixrcenent in the peripheral seal would not h ^Ip imjiease the 
strength of the bag disclosed in Bond - indeed Applicants respectfully submit such a ict wolild likely 
weaken the bag in Bond. Therefore^ contrary to the reasoning provided by the OOlce . Vction | a pdrson 
of ordinary skill in the art would not have any motivation to combine Moran with Bon 1. Acccrrdingly, 
as there is no pn>per motivation to combine the two referraces (nor would there bi5 an / expec^tidn of 
success), the Office Action has failed to provide sufficient siqiport for a prima fazie obnousLess 
rejection. 
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Accordingly, wiflidrawal of this ground of rejection is respectfully requested. 



It is believed that no fee is required ibr ttus submission. If any fees aie nq[uiredjor i!f an 
oveipayment is made> ttie Commissioner is authorized to debit or credit our Deposit i xcounl No^ 19- 
0733, accordingly. 

I* ! 

All rejections and objections having been addressed. Applicant respectfully \ ubmit^l that flie 
instant application is in condition for allowance, and respectfully solicits prompt no ificati^n o^ flie 
same. 

Respectfully submitted, 
BANNER & WTTCOFF, LT D. 



Dated: Sq)temb^ 1, 2005 



Banner & Witcoff, LTD* 
Ten South Wacker Drive 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
Tel: (312)463-5000 
Fax: (312)463-5001 
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